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PER CURI AM

A enn Allen Froeman filed a "Petition to enjoin a U S. regu-
| ation" requesting that this court enjoin Respondents from en-
forcing 49 CF.R 8§ 392.5(a)(1), (2) (1997). Froenman asserts that
8§ 392.5(a)(1), (2) violates the Constitution. W deny the petition.

Because Froenman's petition requests that this court prevent
federal officials fromtaking certain actions, this petition may be
construed as a petition for a wit of mandamus or prohibition. Mn-
danus is a drastic renedy to be used only in extraordinary circum

stances. See Kerr v. United States Dist. Court, 426 U. S. 394, 402

(1976). The party seeki ng mandanus relief carries the heavy burden
of show ng he has "no ot her adequate neans” to attain the relief he
desires, and that his right to such relief is "clear and indisput-

able.” Allied Chem Corp. v. Diaflon, Inc., 449 U S. 33, 35 (1980)

(citations omtted).
The wit of prohibition is also an extraordi nary renedy which
shoul d issue only when the petitioner's right to the renmedy is

cl ear and i ndi sputable, see In re Vargas, 723 F. 2d 1461, 1468 (10th

Cir. 1983), and when the petitioner has no ot her adequate neans of

relief. See In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th G r. 1987).

We deny Froenman's petition because he does not present extra-
ordinary circunstances that require granting either wit. He fails
to showthat his right torelief is clear and indi sputable or that

he has exhausted all avail able neans of relief. To the extent that



Froeman seeks to appeal an admnistrative action, his action is
tinme-barred and this court is without jurisdiction. See 28 U. S. C
8§ 2344 (1994). We deny Froeman's "Application for Leave to Adduse
[sic] Additional Evidence." W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.
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